implementation of unilateral divorce within the context of a developing country, in this case, Mexico.
Mexico comprises 32 entities, 31 states and Mexico City. Each one of them regulates its citizens independently through their own constitutions, civil codes and penal codes, among others, which are the counterparts to the comprehensive federal regulatory structure. All petitions for divorce are handled by entity courts. In October 2008, Mexico City was the first entity to approve unilateral divorce, and since then, 17 states have also moved to eliminate fault-based divorce. It took 7 years, between 2008 and 2015, for these changes to happen in 12 entities, but in only 1 year, 2016, six more allowed no-fault divorce. 1 A possible explanation for the increasing number of states that have recently modified their legislations in terms of divorce is that in July 2015, the Supreme Court of Justice of the Nation determined that it is unconstitutional for states not to allow a spouse to end a marriage unilaterally, without the need to provide a cause to dissolve the marriage. 2 However, the Supreme Court resolution regarding unilateral divorce does not make any state law invalid, since it is only a jurisprudential thesis. 3 From a legal perspective, unilateral divorce is therefore settled in the country, but there is an implementation problem that causes longer and strenuous divorce processes in those states that have not yet adopted divorce on no grounds. Table 1 shows the entities that have modified their local laws to adopt no-fault divorce, the year when the reform was introduced, and information about the legislation that validates unilateral divorce in the state. 4 The economic literature suggests that state interventions to correct externalities are not necessary when property laws are clear and transaction costs are low because the parties will get together and negotiate a private agreement until they reach an efficient solution. Based on this assumption, efficient bargaining has been extended to marriage decisions, and the claim is that if the spouse who wishes to leave the marriage can bargain at a low cost with the spouse who wishes to stay, the only factor that matters for the dissolution of the union is the compensation negotiated, regardless of the allocation of property rights or legal liability (Becker et al. 1977) . The argument is further elaborated in Becker (1991, p. 331) : "A husband and wife would both consent to a divorce if, and only if, they both expected to be better off divorced. Although divorce might seem more difficult when mutual consent is required than when either alone can divorce at will, the frequency and incidence of divorce should be similar with these and other rules if couples contemplating divorce can easily bargain with each other. This assertion is a special case of the Coase theorem (1960) and is a natural extension of the argument (…) that persons marry each other if, and only if, they both expect to be better off compared to their best alternatives. " The theoretical justification provided by Becker (1991) framed in terms of Coase's (1960) theorem leads to the conclusion that only inefficient marriages would disolve and efficient divorces would occur, regardless of the legal system. Therefore, modifications in divorce legislation should have no effect on the total 1 No-fault divorce is a petition by either party of the marriage that does not require the petitioner to provide evidence that the defendant has breached the marital contract. However, the terms "unilateral divorce" and "no-fault divorce" are used synonymously throughout this paper because in the case of Mexico, one implies the other. 2 The declaration of unconstitutionality means that when a married individual goes to a federal judge and asks for an injunction against the state that denies the unilateral divorce, the judge must grant it. 3 Jurisprudential thesis means that this determination does not directly repeal any law prohibiting unilateral divorce. 4 For simplification purposes, Mexico City will be referred to as a state in the rest of the document. number of divorces, and the adoption of a no-fault divorce regime should have no effect on divorce rates. However, critics of Becker's proposition have emerged. Even if there were perfect information and no transactional costs, it has been argued that divorce laws would affect divorce decisions because of the importance of assets and resource allocation before and after the divorce, along with divorce legislation, for determining the gains and losses from dissolution and for influencing the decision to end the marriage (Clark 1999 ). In addition, if Coase's theorem as applied to marriage contracts were discarded, it has been claimed that to assume that divorce rates are not influenced by divorce legislation because the gains from marriage are not affected by more liberal divorce laws would be to deny that the easier it is to get a divorce, the lower is the value of marital surplus due to more attractive outside options (Mechoulan 2005) .
In an effort to reconsider the theoretical validity of the so-called Becker-Coase theorem, within the context of households that consume public as well as private goods, it has been found that as a general rule, reforms in divorce legislation are expected to affect divorce rates, but the effect can be either positive or negative, according to the situation of each couple. Moreover, this opens up the possibility that the Becker-Coase theorem can still hold, as long as the consumption of the public goods involved in the marriage is not altered after the divorce (Chiappori et al. 2015) .
Sometimes changes in public policies have unintended effects on people's lives and their relationships with others. Even though no-fault divorce legislation was originally intended as a solution for inherent disputes in a fault-based divorce regime, research in different countries has demonstrated that unilateral divorce laws have caused an increase in the total number of divorces than would have occurred otherwise. The discussion regarding the impact of unilateral divorce has turned into a battleground in the public sphere. While some claim that it is a less adversarial divorce system, which respects the privacy of the marriage since no evidence against either of the spouses is needed, others argue that unilateral divorce laws undermine the institution of marriage, encouraging marital irresponsibility and taking away bargaining leverage from the party who is neither at fault nor desirous of a breach, since the processes of determining property distribution, alimony and child custody are separated from the divorce trial.
To add to the debate on the effects of unilateral divorce, it has been argued that social changes after the Second World War led to a rise in the number of inefficient marriages and that no-fault legislation contributed to transforming previously inefficient marriages into efficient divorces but also to converting efficient marriages into inefficient divorces (Allen 1998 ). Furthermore, it has been suggested that during the period from 1965 to 1996, the adoption of unilateral divorce law in the USA caused an increase in violent crime rates of approximately 9%. In the years following the reform, it was observed that mothers in adopting states were more likely to become the head of the household and to fall below the poverty line, especially less educated mothers. A potential link between the unilateral reform and the increase in crime might have been worsening in the economic conditions of mothers and the increase in income inequality as unintended consequences of the reform (Caceres-Delpiano and Giolito 2012). Empirical evidence also shows that adults who were exposed to unilateral divorces as children have lower family incomes, are less educated and separate more often (Gruber 2004 ). On the other hand, making divorce easier decreases domestic violence for both men and women, reduces female suicide, lowers the number of females murdered by intimates and has a positive effect on marriage investments such as female labor force participation (Stevenson and Wolfers 2006; Stevenson 2007) .
Research on no-fault divorce indicates both positive and negative effects when legislation is modified to allow for unilateral divorce, depending on the particular subject under analysis. From a policy perspective, changes in divorce legislation might play an even more important role in Mexico than in developed countries, strengthening women's bargaining position in the household, where women often lack the authority to make key decisions. For instance, in terms of gender violence, data for Mexico show that around 45% of women who have been in a relationship between 2006 and 2016 have experienced intimate partner violence. 5 Unilateral divorce not only represents an option for abused wives to escape their marriages, but it also contributes to reducing domestic violence because husbands are less likely to abuse given a more credible threat to leave the marriage. Women in developing countries are also more economically dependent. Mexican female labor market participation is below the average for OECD countries with the second lowest rate only after Turkey (OECD 2017). As a result, the potential costs of divorce that Mexican married women bear can be disproportionately higher relative to men. Divorce on no grounds reduces the time spent on accusations and legal fees, helping women cope better with the financial divorce burdens and increasing their chances to end a bad marriage.
In this paper, to analyze the unilateral divorce effect on divorce rates in Mexico, a difference-in-differences (DD) analysis is conducted using aggregate divorce data at the state level following the methodology proposed by Wolfers (2006) and Friedberg (1998) .
In each year, the states that have adopted unilateral divorce are considered the treatment group, while the states that remain under the fault-based legislation are considered the control group. The DD technique has been used widely to study numerous policy questions, and it is considered a popular tool for applied research in economics.
The results indicate that the shift toward divorce on no grounds raises the divorce rate by 0.30 annual divorces per thousand people and accounts for a 26.4% increase in the total number of divorces in the states that modified their legislation during the period 2009-2015. To the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to analyze the impact of unilateral legislation on divorce rates in a Latin American country, and it aims to contribute to a better understanding of divorce outcomes in the region, as well as the implications of these types of polices in developing countries.
The remainder of the paper is outlined as follows: Section 2 introduces the relevant literature; Sect. 3 discusses the estimation strategy; Sect. 4 presents the data; Sect. 5 shows the results for the static and dynamic specifications, as well as the results for alternative empirical approaches that are followed; and Sect. 6 presents the conclusions.
Literature review
Over the last 30 years, economists have devoted considerable empirical efforts to find out whether liberalization in divorce laws is responsible for the rise in marital dissolution. Initially, unilateral legislation was found not to have an effect on the probability that a woman becomes divorced in the USA (Peters 1986), supporting the validity of the Becker-Coase theorem. However, in an open criticism of this work, it was argued that the findings are wrong, mainly due to the misclassification of no-fault and fault states and the inclusion of regional dummies and that once the methodological issues are corrected, the results show that the shift from fault to no-fault divorce regime indeed increases divorce rates (Allen 1992) .
As an alternative to deal with the lack of robustness of previous research, using a panel of state-level divorce rates for the USA, a difference-in-differences methodology is followed to identify the effect of unilateral divorce on divorce rates (Friedberg 1998) . The main concern to address is endogeneity, given the earlier adoption of unilateral legislation in states with higher divorce rates. Estimations are performed using the number of divorces that occur within a state each year as the dependent variable divided by the state population in thousands. For the main independent variable, a dichotomous variable is created, which takes the value of 1 if the state had adopted unilateral legislation in that year and zero otherwise. State effects, year effects and state-specific linear and quadratic time trends are included as controls. The findings show not only that states with legislation toward unilateral divorce have higher divorces rates but that during the period from 1968 to 1988, unilateral divorce also accounted for 17% of the rise in divorce rates, suggesting a more permanent rather than temporal effect.
In order to reassess whether the short-run and long-run implications of the shifts in divorce regimes are different, previous research was expanded to incorporate the dynamics of divorce responses (Wolfers 2006) . The argument for the extension of the analysis is based on the notion that state-specific trends might be capturing not only preexisting trends but also the dynamic effects of the change in the legislation, confounding the two of them. To address this possibility, similar regressions to Friedberg's are estimated, but the sample period is modified to 1956-1988 and eight dichotomous variables are created to indicate whether the adoption of unilateral legislation had been in place for at least 2 years, 3-4 years, 5-6 years, 7-8 years, 9-10 years, 11-12 years, 13-14 years or 15 years or more. The results indicate that a change in divorce legislation leads to a temporary increase in divorce rates but that there is no evidence to suggest that this rise is permanent, showing that after a decade, the rise is reversed.
Similar research has been carried out to analyze the effect of changes in divorce legislation on divorce rates in Europe. Pooling data together from 18 countries (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom), the evidence supports previous findings that modifications in divorce law increase divorce rates, with strong long-term effects (Gonzalez and Viitanen 2009 ). Furthermore, following an interactive fixed-effects approach, for a given number of factors (Kim and Oka 2014) , and for an unknown number of factors (Moon and Weidner 2015) , a short-term effect on divorce rates due to unilateral legislation in the USA has also been found. The purpose of using an interactive fixed-effects model in this context is to control for unobserved heterogeneity across states (family size, religious beliefs and female labor force participation) that might evolve over time in a complex way, leading to mixed empirical evidence. Wolfers' specifications are followed, but the random error is assumed to consist of unobserved common shocks and an idiosyncratic error. Estimations are performed following Bai (2009) and the least squares (LS) estimator, respectively. It is important to highlight that the interactive fixed-effects methodologies used within this context are only valid for panel data with large cross-sectional units (N) and large time periods (T). 6 Their potential implementation therefore relies on the specific characteristics of the datasets available. In this case, the panel data consist of 48 states over 33 years. 7 For developing countries, and more precisely for Latin American countries, scholarly economic research on the effects of unilateral legislation on divorce rates is scarce. This is not surprising, as no-fault divorce has been in place only for a few years in some of these countries, and there is limited quantitative information available to analyze its consequences for the structure of families. It is expected that this paper will stimulate interest in monitoring, reporting and evaluating the effects of these changes in the policies in the region and that more research will take place to better understand the role that they play, given their specific cultural context.
Estimation strategy
To analyze whether divorce rates in Mexico are responding to the implementation of nofault divorce, initially, the difference-in-differences estimation approach used by Friedberg (1998) is followed:
where Divorce Rate is the total of divorces per thousand people 8 and Unilateral is a binary indicator for divorce legislation (unilateral = 1). State-fixed effects are included to control for heterogeneity within states. Year-fixed effects account for changes in divorce patterns at a national level. Linear and quadratic state-specific time trends capture changes within states (s) over time (t) .
In contrast to other papers where an important issue is the classification of state divorce laws, which has the potential to reach different conclusions depending on the definition used, in the Mexican case this is not a problem. Although no-fault divorce and unilateral divorce correspond to different situations, according to the reforms adopted in Mexico, each state that has eliminated grounds for divorce has simultaneously incorporated unilateral divorce in its legislation.
As mentioned in the previous section, Friedberg's methodology poses the latent risk of confounding preexisting trends with the full adjustment of divorce rates after the change in legislation. To rule out this possibility, Eq. (1) is modified to capture the dynamic response of the policy reform and Eq. (2) is also estimated. It is worth emphasizing that this should not be seen as a mere extension or a robustness check but as a better specification to control for the dynamics generated in the marriage market. The results obtained will help determine if the introduction of unilateral divorce has had a more temporal rather than a permanent effect on divorce rates.
The binary indicator for divorce legislation in Eq. (1) is substituted by three dummy variables that indicate if unilateral divorce has been effective for 1 to 2 years, 3 to 4 years and (1) 5 years or more. The inclusion of these variables allows us to identify to what extent the increase in divorce rates is affected by modifications in divorce legislation (Wolfers 2006 ). Heterogeneity across states and time exists and may affect divorce rates and divorce legislation. The inclusion of factors such as unemployment and fertility rates in the standard approach allows for estimating the parameters more precisely (Gonzalez and Viitanen 2009 ). Equations (1) and (2) are thus re-estimated including the following set of controls: female labor force participation, unemployment, fertility rate, education and gross domestic product.
Since the divorce rate is the total of divorces per 1000 population, the error term represents the sum of all individual disturbances in a state (s) at time (t) , divided by the population, leading to heteroscedasticity. In order to correct standard errors and to gain efficiency, weighted least squares (WLS) using population is implemented to perform all estimations. 9
Data
The National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI) provides information on all the divorce records registered in the country by year. For the purposes of this analysis, state-level panel data are used for a period of 10 years, from 2005 to 2015. Although Mexico City was the first entity to adopt unilateral divorce in 2008, and since then 17 more states have changed their divorce legislation to divorce on no grounds, the sample is also extended back to 2001 and 1993, in order to address potential preexisting statespecific trends, and to verify whether the main results are still valid. Table 5 in Appendix shows the divorce rates by state for the period analyzed. For most of the states that have shifted to unilateral legislation, a substantial rise in the divorce rates is observed in the year when no-fault divorce is adopted or in the year after, and no anticipation effect is identified prior to the change in law. Thus, for those states that modified their legislation in the second half of the year, the first year considered as affected by the reform is the next year. 10 Following this approach, and since divorce data are available up to 2015, there are ten treatment states included in the analysis: Aguascalientes, Coahuila, Mexico City, Guerrero, Hidalgo, Mexico, Nayarit, Quintana Roo, Sinaloa and Yucatan. 11 Table 5 does not indicate any systematic increase in divorce rates before the adoption of unilateral divorce, suggesting no endogenous legislation. It was verified whether a correlation exists between the initial divorce rates and the change in a state's divorce law and between the initial divorce rates and the year when the state adopted divorce on no grounds. The lack of significance of all the correlation coefficients reported in Table 6 in Appendix suggests that it is unlikely that a reverse causality exists and that the shift toward no-fault divorce is exogenous rather than caused by a preexisting rise in divorce rates in the adopting states.
10 Baja California Sur, Mexico City, Michoacan, Nuevo Leon, and Tamaulipas are in this situation. 11 As Table 1 indicates, during the period from 2008 to 2016, 18 states changed their divorce law. However, divorce data are not yet available for 2016, so the six states that moved toward unilateral divorce in 2016 (Baja California Sur, Colima, Morelos, Nuevo Leon, Puebla and Tlaxcala) and the two states that shifted to it in the second half of 2015 (Michoacan and Tamaulipas) are not included as treatment states in the analysis.
It is also relevant to ask to what extent the inclusion of state-level fixed effects in the model is justified in order to control for different unobserved state-level factors affecting divorce rate trends. Figure 1 in Appendix illustrates the average divorce rate for the group of states that have adopted no-fault divorce (treatment states) and those who remain under the traditional divorce legislation (control states) for the period 1993-2015. The difference observed between the average divorce rates for the treatment and control groups is close to zero during the first 10 years, but it starts to gradually increase afterward, providing evidence for differentiated trends and reaching a maximum of 0.32 in 2015. Similar average divorce rates, especially before any state adopted no-fault divorce, could be an early indication that unobserved heterogeneity across states does not present a threat of omitted variable bias, suggesting that state-level fixed effects might not play as much of a crucial role in Mexico as in other countries.
Data on the state population are needed to obtain the divorce rates. The National Population Council (CONAPO) only provides projected estimates for the period 2010 to 2015; therefore, the Mexican Labor Force Survey (ENOE) collected by INEGI is a more accurate source of these data, as well as for female labor force participation and unemployment rates. Fertility rates and gross domestic product were also obtained from INEGI, and education data were obtained from the Secretariat of Public Education (SEP). Finally, the standing legislation in each state has been verified to fully identify the states that have legalized unilateral divorce versus those that are still requiring grounds to grant divorce.
In contrast to the dataset used for the USA, a potential limitation in the Mexican case is the borderline small number of cross-sectional units (32 states) and time periods (10 years) available to conduct the analysis. It has been customary in difference-indifferences empirical applications to overlook the possible consequences of the terms of statistical inference within this context, but a growing body of the literature acknowledges the need for alternative techniques to properly account for problems such as serially correlated errors, cross-sectional dependence and heteroscedasticity (Donald and Lang 2007; Conley and Taber 2011; Ferman and Pinto 2018) . There is no consensus on a straightforward approach to follow, and each method that has been established, such as cluster residual bootstrap, synthetic control estimator, feasible generalized least squares and two-step estimators, among others, aims to deal with specific circumstances. Moreover, as indicated earlier, there are ten states in Mexico that have shifted their legislation toward unilateral divorce in the dataset available (treatment states); for two of them, however, Aguascalientes and Nayarit, the change only took place in the last year, 2015. This poses an additional challenge for identifying the true effect of the policy change, rather than its immediate effect. The development of a new inference method in the current Mexican setting is out of the scope of this paper, but the study takes a proactive approach and provides sensitivity analyses and robustness checks that aim to validate the main results obtained following the standard approach.
Results
The results are presented in the following sections. Section 5.1 shows the estimations for the static specifications, while Sect. 5.2 presents the outcomes when the model is enhanced to properly capture the dynamic response of divorce rates. In Sect. 5.3, control variables are added to the static and dynamic models to account for observed heterogeneity, and in Sect. 5.4, alternative empirical approaches are followed to determine if the main conclusions continue to be valid. Table 2 reports estimates of the static effects on divorce rates when unilateral legislation is adopted. The estimates suggest that unilateral divorce raises divorce rates in Mexico. All coefficients of unilateral are statistically significant. The first specification in column (1) does not include fixed effects, and it is observed that its coefficient for unilateral is the largest. It captures not only the effect of the modification in the divorce legislation but also other changes on divorce patterns over time and across states. To improve the model, controlling for the average differences in states and years, specification (2) includes year and state effects. The coefficient indicates that the adoption of unilateral divorce raises the divorce rate by 0.32 annual divorces per thousand people. While the year effects capture evolving unobserved characteristics at a country level, and the state effects control for constant factors over time that influence divorce decisions; specifications (3) and (4) represent more flexible models where attributes that affect divorce propensities in each state are allowed to change over time. The results exhibit a smaller effect of no-fault divorce when linear and quadratic state trends are included.
Static specifications
The F statistics for the state trends in columns (3) and (4) show that the significance level of the test equals zero, reflecting that state trends are jointly significant, both linear and quadratic. In addition, moving across the columns, the adjusted R 2 increases from 0.89 in specification (2) to 0.95 in specification (4), supporting the inclusion of state trends as relevant to the model. A possible explanation for the modest variation in the unilateral coefficient when state trends are added, compared to other countries such as the USA, might be the homogenous gender inequality that is predominant in all Mexican states to this day. Women's decision-making power within the household is limited in the country, and therefore only an external shock such as an unexpected change in the divorce legislation triggers a structural change in the marriage market, disrupting traditional gender roles and stereotypes. It may also be the case that the main factors that have an impact on divorce rates within states have not changed much over the period analyzed. In Sect. 5.3, the results are presented when some of these potential factors are explicitly included in the estimations. As an only exception, in specification (4), the F test for the year effects fails to reject the null hypothesis that the coefficients for all years are jointly equal to zero, suggesting that there is no need to include year-fixed effects in the model. Table 7 in Appendix provides the estimations for all specifications excluding year effects. The impact of unilateral legislation on divorce rates remains positive, significant and similar in magnitude.
Considering that Friedberg (1998) used specifications similar to those in Table 2 for the USA and obtained a variation between 0.004 and 1.80 in annual divorces per thousand people due to unilateral legislation, it can be argued that in the case of Mexico, regardless of the model used, the static effects of unilateral legislation do not vary much across specifications, from 0.23 to 0.39. This suggests that the model is appropriate for the country and that there is a strong and steady relationship between changes in divorce law and divorce rates in Mexico. The unilateral coefficient in specification (3), for instance, represents 34.9% of the average divorce rate of 0.85 annual divorces per 1000 population for the period analyzed. Moreover, the adoption of unilateral legislation has increased the divorce rate by 26.4% in the shifting states during the period 2009-2015.
An issue for the robustness of the results presented above is the number of years considered in the analysis before the policy shock, to properly account for preexisting state trends. This is less of a problem for those states that have shifted to unilateral divorce more recently but remains a controversy for those that started earlier, such as Mexico City (2008) or Hidalgo (2011). Table 3 reports the static effects on divorce rates for the period 2001 to 2015. Comparing Tables 2 and 3, it is observed that the inclusion of additional years pre-reform plays no major role in the analysis. Estimations for a larger period, from 1993 to 2015, are also provided in Table 8 in Appendix, and the findings remain unchanged. It is to be noted that adding data where all states are untreated (1993 to 2004) tends to increase the unilateral coefficient. For instance, in Table 2 , specification (4) indicates that no-fault legislation raises divorce rates by 0.23 annual divorces per thousand people, whereas in Table 3 , specification (4) shows an increase in 0.29 annual divorces per thousand people. Contrary to what is observed, it is expected that adding data where all states are untreated would reduce the coefficient. This finding might reflect the almost null variation in divorce rates during the pre-reform years at the national level, reinforcing the effect of the change in the divorce legislation rather than diluting it when the data are extended back. According to data from INEGI, in 1990 and 2000, there were seven divorces for every 100 new marriages. By 2005, this rate rose to 11.8, and in 2015, it reached 22 per 100 new marriages (see Fig. 2 in Appendix).
Dynamic specifications
The aim of this section is to examine the potential bias resulting from unmeasured confounders. As mentioned earlier, outcomes from Eq. (1) might be biased measures of the causal effect of unilateral divorce on divorce rates because the unilateral coefficient is not allowed to change after the adoption of no-fault divorce, confounding preexisting trends with the dynamic effects of the policy shock. When a policy shock takes place, depending on the circumstances, the impact may be immediate or occur with considerable delay; it either has a permanent effect or dies out at a relatively fast pace. Wolfers (2006) analyzes the short-, medium-and long-run effects of the adoption of unilateral law in the USA. In the case of Mexico, the shift toward no-fault divorce is a recently enacted legislation, starting in 2008, so the analysis is focused on the short and medium term. Table 4 presents the effects that unilateral legislation has on divorce rates within the first 2 years of the change in the law, during years 3 and 4 and after 5 or more years. All unilateral coefficients are statistically significant, with the exception of column (4) after 5 years or more. State trends are jointly significant, and the adjusted R 2 increases from specification (1) to (4).
According to estimates in columns (2) to (4), the introduction of unilateral reforms increases divorce rates in the short run from 0.21 to 0.28 annual divorces per thousand people. Over years 3 and 4, the effect increases in size for specifications (2) and (3) and remains very similar for specification (4). Finally, 5 or more years after the reform, the impact is still positive but starts to diminish, affecting divorces rates by 0.29 and 0.25 annual divorces per 1000 people, according to specifications (2) and (3), respectively. Tests have been performed on the equality of the three coefficients of unilateral in each specification, rejecting the hypothesis that they are similar for specifications (3) and (4) at standard confidence levels, supporting the strategy followed in this section. A potential explanation of the higher effect of the change in law in years 3 and 4, rather than during the first 2 years, is that initially, the changes in the divorce regime are not widely known by the population, taking time for the information to be disseminated. Time is also necessary for divorce to become more acceptable, and people gradually become more open to ending a marriage that no longer works as more couples get separated. In addition, the process of filing for divorce under different rules can be difficult to understand at the beginning, delaying the decision. The positive but smaller size of the effect on divorce rates of no-fault divorce after 5 or more years indicates that although the dynamic response to the policy shock persists in the medium term, the effect of the law change over the following years might gradually be reduced as an adjustment to a temporary boom of inefficient marriages breaking up immediately after the reform. It is important to highlight that comparing the static and dynamic estimates for unilateral in Tables 2 and 4 , the coefficients do not vary much and remain very similar, confirming a close relationship between changes in divorce legislation and divorce rates, regardless of the approach that is followed.
Control variables
To explicitly account for observed heterogeneity, five variables are included in the analysis: education, 12 female labor force participation, fertility rates, 13 gross domestic product (GDP) and unemployment. The inclusion of these controls aims to reassess the impact of unilateral legislation on divorce rates when some state-level variables are added to the model. The results for the static and dynamic specifications, reported in Tables 9 and  10 in Appendix, are virtually identical to those presented in Sects. 5.1 and 5.2 for the effect of divorce legislation, validating the inclusion of state-fixed effects and trends in the analysis in order to capture the effect of other factors that affect divorce rates. In terms of the new variables added to the model, only unemployment turned out to be significant in most specifications. However, contrary to what the literature suggests (Becker et al. 1977) , an increase in unemployment leads to an unexpected reduction in divorce rates in Mexico. An explanation for this is that divorce itself costs money, so the inability to afford a divorce for individuals facing unemployment, and the fact that it costs more for a couple to live separately than together, may be preventing married couples in developing countries from filing for divorce when unemployment rates are higher. Another possible explanation is that marriage might be seen as some sort of informal insurance against unemployment, becoming more valuable when unemployment is high.
Unweighted specifications and changes in the functional form
All of the previous estimations have been performed using weighted least squares (WLS) to correct for the presence of heteroscedasticity generated by the use of statelevel divorce rates rather than individual data on divorce decisions. However, it has been argued that estimations under WLS and ordinary least squares (OLS) should be similar if the unobserved heterogeneity is adequately addressed (Kim and Oka 2014) . Following Droes and Lamoen (2010) , the transformed model using analytical weights is:
where pop is the state population in thousands. It is observed that the coefficient for unilateral divorce remains equal after the transformation. Lee and Solon (2011) , and Droes and Lamoen (2010) , using Wolfers (2006) and Friedberg's (1998) data, estimate the effect of unilateral divorce using OLS. In addition, Lee and Solon (2011) perform estimations using the logarithm of the divorce rate, claiming that this is also a valid functional specification. The results for the USA suggest that the change in law has no effect on divorce rates, neither when OLS regressions are estimated nor when the dependent variable in the analysis is the divorce rate in log, casting doubt on the true effect of unilateral legislation in that country.
Weighting by population to correct for heteroscedasticity in order to obtain efficient estimators relies on the strong assumption of homoscedastic and independent error terms for individuals within the state. However, if individual error terms share a common state-level error component, the unweighted state-average error terms are closely homoscedastic. In this scenario, the use of WLS would exacerbate any existing heteroscedasticity, and OLS estimation would be more efficient than WLS. Large discrepancies between the results obtained using WLS and OLS might be an indication of functional form or model misspecification. Therefore, estimations based on OLS without weighting are also important to perform and report. Likewise, given the nature of the dependent variable used within this context, an always positive divorce rate, it is possible to consider different functional specifications, such as the logarithm of divorce rates. Typically, the results based on changes in functional form assumptions are expected not to be extremely sensitive to these modifications, supporting previous findings and providing compelling evidence for the main conclusions in the analysis.
To determine if the results obtained for Mexico are still valid following these approaches, Tables 11 and 12 in Appendix report the OLS estimates, and Tables 13, 14 , 15 and 16 present the estimations when using the log of the divorce rate. As discussed by Lee and Solon (2011) , the OLS coefficients obtained are smaller than the WLS estimates, given that WLS places more weight on those states that are more populated, and given that unilateral divorce has larger effects on these states. However, in contrast to the results for the USA, the coefficients obtained for unilateral legislation continue to be positive and statistically significant in practically all specifications. These findings provide compelling evidence that unilateral divorce has an effect on the divorce rates in Mexico, regardless of the estimation methods or the functional form assumed.
Conclusion
This study evaluates the effect of unilateral legislation on divorce rates in Mexico. A large number of economic research studies have analyzed the relationship between these two variables by using different methodologies. Findings for the USA and Europe indicate that no-fault divorce has an undeniable role in explaining the increases in divorce rates. However, there are no previous studies analyzing the consequences of unilateral legislation on divorce rates in Latin America, possibly because divorce on no grounds is a recently enacted legislation in the region.
Following a difference-in-differences approach, two models are developed using panel state-level data. The preferred static specification indicates that the shift toward divorce on no grounds raises the divorce rate by 0.30 annual divorces per thousand people and accounts for the 26.4% increase in the total number of divorces in the adopting states during the period 2009-2015. In order to distinguish between the immediate effects of the policy shock and the impact that it has in the medium run, a dynamic model is also estimated. The preferred dynamic specification suggests that during the first 2 years after the change in law, the divorce rate increases by 0.27 annual divorces per thousand people, but in the third and fourth years, the effect is even larger with 0.36 annual divorces per thousand people. Five or more years after the reform, although the effect is still positive and significant, a smaller effect of 0.25 divorces per 1000 population per year is observed. These results may be an indication of an inverted U-shaped relationship between the divorce rates and changes in divorce law over time in Mexico. In addition, they illustrate the importance of promoting information about the reform.
The positive effect of unilateral legislation on divorce rates rejects the empirical validity of the Becker-Coase theorem for Mexico, at least in the short and medium term. Moreover, since divorce on no grounds has been adopted gradually in the country by different states, the rising trend in divorce rates is expected to continue over the following years.
The findings of this research are relevant for the country, especially during this transition period, when a total of 18 states have already changed their divorce legislation toward no-fault divorce, but there are still 14 states remaining that may potentially adopt unilateral divorce. First, they explain the higher divorce rates observed in Mexico, particularly over the last few years. Moreover, they shed light on the effectiveness of these types of policies, allowing individuals who no longer wish to remain in a marriage to end it in a less costly, time-consuming and strenuous way. However, they also pose the question of whether relaxing divorce laws encourages couples to give up more easily on their marriages, especially younger people, and undermines the institution of marriage. In terms of additional policy implications typically associated with other countries that allow unilateral divorce, there is a lack of studies in Mexico and Latin America. More research on the region is needed to understand the effects of changes in divorce legislation on domestic violence, female labor force participation, fertility rates, children outcomes and income inequality, among others. Since unilateral legislation has proved to be an effective tool for modifying family structures in Mexico, it is important for policy makers to be aware of the consequences of the shift toward unilateral divorce in order to deliver changes in divorce laws more effectively. 
